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REMARKS 

Claims L2,4, 8, 12, 13, 15, 17, 20, 28, 29, 31, 34. 36, 39-41, 46, 49, 51, 64, 66, 69-77. 
81 arexK>vs e« ekd \s 

disclaimer. Claim Si is newly added and finds support on page 27, line 30' to page 28, line 8 in 
he specificati i ( as 29 31 34 36 39-41 46, 49, 5 1 - 64, < 77 s ai e dire 

) the electee i T ^ < ! ns I, 2 i 2, 13 5 N mc 28 ire di u d to s n e > ct - J 
nvention ai icete nvance of the ! 

Claims 29, 31 , 34, 36, 39-41. 46, 49, 51, 64, 66, 67, 69-77, 79 and 80 were rejected under 
5 Si ha) as i >^ us\\ 52822 to Chopra in view of S Patent 4,75 1,24 to 
Motoyama et ai. The cited references do not render obvious the present invention. 

Prior to addressing the rejection, of the calms, a discussion ol the in vention is < ee a d to 
t i i . k\n a „ t ^ . < v -.-> in x im )u nttv 

''SUMMERY OF THE INVENTION" relates to protecting reduced coenzyme Qj 0 against 
oxidation, in the presence of a fat component, an oil component and a poiyol. In Comparative 
Example 1 in the specification, as niuchas 75 parts by weight of the redm ed , . w yuo Qiois 
oxidized and only 25 parts by weight, of the reduced coenzyme Q 10 is maintained after only 3 

\ s g Hov ei in k > sence of* fat con xment an < component J olyol he 
reducec en neQjoispr* erved tt signiii ma xten part rya east 95 parts b> 

weight as described in and evidenced by Examples 1-17. 

It is a general technique to use a surfactant in order to improve absorhility in the living 
k-de On v v v u t ;{ 

v 1 mm > i > 1 <. - m Oat 

component, an oil component and a poiyol is largely destroyed. As described in Comparative 

v _ v % i\,u .uuui. \Q ns^^rit <w en Z mease 

>f Twee d 5 >arts by we 1 sse of Span 80. Ii dit thhou nonog ycero 

monooieaie is used in Comparative Example 1 1 , and condensed rieinolie ackbietraglycoi is used 
in Example 1 2, the weight ratios of the reduced coenzyme Qnmre about 50 parts by 
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weight, fhese weight ratios of Comparative Examples 9-12 arc- considered to be sharp!) reduced 

storage without the protection provided by a fat component, an oil component and a polyol. 

V 5 4,ik k, t^e .t j v v n,v^ . se i v u 

Twees? >h i , ka ire kinwsn. Since puhuKcea > k n i 

if 1 j ts u \ et ^ > l > e\ n n mention, 

. ! is poi\» ^ < ' ^ e t t i n a- , 5 i 1( t o i n i i _ j a,v! i < v ^ > u ! 
\i ( ! e < i f t . l. ew me n es e . u li a 

1 (»K » <v i d * <. n "K . ihi (i u h^ jt u >T * K 

*> U l J ^ ^ ^ i IN ^ nU w 5 

\ ep S kv I K \ i ! } k 1 i. < i i s. g , 1 > i s 

\ . V t £ i. v t O J i d 1 i 

component s usee i& i i i used, the weight r; io am| e 23 dicates \ tt he 

pit eehn»e t on tlu serf t ew<. p jLl .liIi! 

the.weight ratio of the reduced coenzyme Cho of Example 23 is more than three times, as much as 
u ( rapie \hr.i Iv u 11 which is ariolhes irfaciant, is used 

1 addition, i Experiment 1 in the attached Declaration under 37 CFR 1.132 by Takahiro 
Uedo, the we 4 d'the educec c ei me Q;< in the case hen d t n mooleate is 
i v ! Ik } \ t i <. ^ ^ t ' 1 i i l I 

I ween 80 is used, i bus, It is apparent from the results of the t xperimem 1 that the protecting 
Hi <n o < t s x k e 1 i iuu ^ wuok 

irrespective of the MCT/suvfactant weight ratio, while the protecting effect of the reduced 

eo to is S t \ £ ! v < { C i v. 1 t ) , i 

e . j <. , . v o v oi , s Uuu . ' s,j^ < , via ne 

experiments or a showing of unexpected results are not actually needed i n this application. 
I' *s , <- 4 Jt ^ 11 s <fe>(i „\n' Ke\enheu-. asdiseasad 

o w ' n •>) i i i. jj_ i ^ „ L s s < t ?e + cthc 

nt \i u v > « * o c i -.s u f su t i K n oil j s^ s v v > 
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filed Deelaratio i under 3" CFR 1.132 b> Mr. Ueda and the enclosed Declaration under 37 CFR 
i ^2 whid em, si \ u t , t > ee t u < \ 1m 

co, oh,m no . > my the t o\~om xamxx o hoi a uma. Pie ne >ee no R i it 1 t 'o v 
Teleflex, Inc, 127 S.Ct. 1727; 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007) mid In re Sullivan., 498 P. 3d 1345 (Fed. 
Cir. 2007"}. h a , c when e\ idcnce c ' imo t pmxue 1 „ > a she ^ n ,1c 
reconsider any initial obviousness determination in view of the entire record. Please see In re 
f\< - i , 745 F.2d 1468, 223 USPQ 785 (Fed. Cir. 1984) and In re Eli Lilly & Co.. 14 USPQ2d 
943 (Fed. Cir. 1990) and Examiner's Guidelines Update; Developments after KSR v. Teleilexa 
Federal R.egister/Vol. 75, No. 1 69/ Wednesday, September 1,, 2010/Notices page 53657. 

\o deser i > v v. > v 

nun ' t xi tsu m ha 1 j ! auu u< < d 

i s t sK \ 1 < f v 

similar surfactants. In other words, although any surfactant can harm or spoil the pom etum 
m d i urn t -n 1 o t t it 1 

!y polyglycero at ic er slight] prisingly reduce teetiny 

t. kv V i d •> - iM-, 'Mt to ) ii ! 

n t e j to ! i i v ->c x .u' -ten Uuv f _.tt etc Ix t v deem wne < 9n o 

1 K C v vC! mUUCt Is s ! t J» 1 

seemingly unique. 

i v'U|i nv pOv 1 itch 1 UU-t e s s mt « h 
t \ • io- t jt m ux^em ix H oc<: e .„ ; i > „ t net m I or harm th j j > f lux 
9 v a< i \ \ ^ i mi <x t ' ^m (j i t ,.poi > m ^ttxreouecd 

coenzyme 990) dissolves m a fat component, an <u component and a polyot very well the 
problem to improve solubility dees not arise i the present invention. 

s t ^ ! he Examii Chopra do >t disclose tlx edt e soenzyme Qio- 

v< ! i i t n ■> t i \ej(i x'\ ..eJokx! is i 



\ > 1 c s ■n d j t i <. p ^ f t I 

ester. v. mb m>m e c 1 ra b \ o t . ll-memx ex dcv-ribed in the ABSTRACT 
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«<sto Vvi . _ ,>s 

awd cno a cnv wwd oi . a o eel s irwctant U j u " mm <„_ m v nmwm 

-> <- u (. V v.<m,„ s j J w is i ->) U <v il it j > hu> <J 

fatty acid ester would not harm or spoil the protecting effect of the reduced coenzyme Q it( . 

t 0 \ . o . e \ ' 01 o f i. o:'c:uvi'c:'\or! > lhwm<m ,n \lw<>\ 

"■aabiiity" means s«»!ubk- stobdir. so. disseiw a crug which is u-n slightly soluble in water by 
poi>gbet.u'l tado id c\V; -wch ih.;t the dim dec-; wt psw. wh.ne m wafer in comrasu in die 
present * \ „ t v -H-hUhy amm thai ;bc reduced ooen/yne ' *>• >• poo- icd , , nsi > odat on 
t v < v. i f r> i a v X ft. in the 

word is used in. order to indicate completely different meanings from each other. 

> rsc e i j )bki re 1 sent invention would 

not look io Motoyaraa tor a solution to the problem Therefore, since it is not obvious for a 
pc, n i v c t i maao nrpb pobmKvct id w jo estet suggested n Mouw ama io a 

<w m a t y v t) asm, . mnndn^K^ 

1( ! ^ k 'uii ■> n s t b '•> kiknama. 

who m , i Via o:k> u> i e'iod f pon in ihc OH \ 1 i. i! P mi bee must 
prow a basis in ifot and *>r technical wa -anng to reasonably so? poi t the determination that the 
allegedly inherent or intrinsic characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the applied 
1 1 si a >on rii ^' < M' ' , s' 1 1 dot Pa* nt 

Appeal and itc m ewes. 1 990), 

Inherency requires that the recited results >r struct are any ; u rib be obtained riot 
t vi J he t , . U a < iemd Vo t < <h\U <l M^ov \ i ^ , , «- > <\ s . lv s 

Inc., 32 USPQ2d 1017 (Fed. Cir. 1994); In re Oetrielu 212 USPQ 323 (CCPA 1981) and In re 
Raberibon. 4° 1 \ y Z 1 l°40 . j o, ; i yuan \ x Uvmn a eannw m ewJ P .sed e: 
or possibility of the p ence t const a 
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on . L ^ ' , w 1L , > :i , << < , 



o >,< 2~ USPQ 2d V>\7 {fed. Cir 



In tddition it is impei ussible under 3 5 1( e hindsight rec 
pick and dux>bv axnoug iss. ateddi? ?eres in Lie pric run iepn ate the claimed ime 
See /« /v /7w. 5 U.S.I\Q.2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Furthermore, it is well settled thai hindsight 
reconstruction as done in the present ease using the patent application as a guide through the 
m r.e i sot m n c c ves ibinu C! ht c t - 1 i 1 \ ^ a- u, iTa\c 

hv. t_ t ii U .1.- IN ;\-\dod V ' ^ ' fi ',</,.> 

Mam-Products Corp., 5 l\S.P.Q.2d 1788 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

v. . k ' i i s e i . < i. > i < i< < ! > J v >>u 5 . • 

unpermissive standard under 35 U.S.C. 103 (sec Jones v. Hardy, 220 U.SJ'.Q. 1021 [Fed. Cir, 
1984]). 

The cited art lacks the necessary direction or incentive to those or ordinary skill In the art 
to render the rejection under 35 USC 103 sustainable- The cited art hails to provide the degree of 
p e<. ,kh ( % n, l .i. i» lejiuW ta ae f i i'i ^5 s Deeded iO 

sustain a rejection under 35 USC 103. See KSPInP! Co, v. Tekflex, Inc, 127 S.Ct. 1727; 82 
USPQ2d 1385 (2007), Diversitech Corp. v. Century Steps, Inc. 7 USPQ2d 1315 (.Fed. Cir. 1988). 
in re Mereier, 185 USPQ 774 (CCPA 1975) and In re Naylor, 152 USPQ 106 (CCPA 1966). 

N.v ,vH., » v ■ vi i he h o ♦ matter and improvements which are inherent in 
lin cb ned ee c a I di \ \-ed in i L - spec a iun are - he civn^k Cv when 

evaluating the ques t hviousness under 35 USC see L>i Co Fo/e\VW<;,. 
■ i \ds | o s t s 4 >;S i 1345 UA, 0 t /» i 

' c ' ><?; i i i h 6 I S \Cc ! > u s t 1 ' O / t ^v,/. t A\ v ISPQ t 
(CCPA 1977), In re Estes, 164 USPQ 519 (CCPA 1970), and In re Papesch, 1 37 USPQ 43 
(CCPA 1963). 

N )C x v _ v. t e t d p e 1 u i a e ] i i 
Invention to the cited art. Along these lines, see ?> re Sullivan, supra. //•? /aa Papesch. supra, n re 
J3wr/ et at 148 USPQ 548 (CCPA 1966), In re Ward, 141 USPQ 227 (CCPA 1 964), and & re 
C&scwi, 17? USPQ 264 (CCPA 1973). 
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hi view of the above amendment applicant believes the pending application is in 
condition for allowance. 



in the event the Examiner believes that another interview might serve in any way to 
% f *. t i \ i ei signed o i ne m Tiber 

The Office is authorized to charge any necessary tees to Deposit Account No. 22-0185, 
under Order No. 2158 1 -00490-IJ S horn which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 



Dated: June 13, 2012 Respectfully submitted, 

Electronic signature: /Buxton A Amernicfo' 
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Washington, DC 20006 
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